MFD Utilization Summary Comparison FY09 — FY12
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[ Departments highlighted in yellow were the most consistent in their high MFD utilization of the four year period.

[0 The lower levels of MFD utilization by other departments is potentially due to:
o Lack of outreach to the minority business community;
o MFD firms not offering needed goods/services or not available in the particular commodity class;
o Departments’ direct purchases from the manufacturer.




